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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	1.  Individuals can contribute to the growth of knowledge by conducting experiments, developing theories, publishing research papers, attending conferences, and applying scientific methods to solve problems.

2. In short, the scientific community includes everyone working to advance and apply scientific understanding — across many disciplines like physics, chemistry, engineering, computer science, biology, mathematics, and more.

3. When we say “this work is important for the scientific community”, it means the findings will be useful and valuable to people working in those fields — helping them improve their work or spark new research ideas.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Mixed Greedy and Dual Binary of Particle Swarm Optimization Expansions in Banach Spaces: Theory and Applications,” suggests a general focus on theory and applications. However, since the manuscript primarily presents practical research work with experimental validation, it is recommended that the title be revised to more clearly reflect this practical orientation — for example, by including terms such as “Implementation,” “Experimental Results,” or “Practical Approach.” This will better align the title with the actual content of the paper and provide clearer expectations for the readers.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The use of "we" should be avoided in the abstract to maintain an objective and academic tone. Additionally, the abstract currently lacks a clear statement of the outcomes achieved in the paper. It is recommended that the abstract be revised to clearly highlight the main contributions, key results, and significance of the work. A more concise and informative abstract will enhance the clarity and impact of the paper.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	With some careful editing, this manuscript will become much stronger. It contains valuable content but needs to be written in a clearer and more formal academic style.

Equation no. Is missing in the beginning of the paper


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	1) Serial numbers (S. No.) are missing in the reference list; it is suggested to number the references properly for clarity and consistency.

2) The proportion of recent papers in the reference list is rather low, with only a few articles from 2024–2025. To strengthen the scientific relevance and currency of the paper, more recent literature—especially from the last 3–4 years—should be incorporated.

3) Additionally, some references are presented inconsistently (for example: "Forum Math. Sigma (all paper are present as per title identify)" appears incomplete). Please ensure that all references follow the required format and that full details (authors, year, journal, volume, pages, DOI/URL) are included where applicable.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	No, the current language/English quality is not yet fully suitable for scholarly communication.

Incorrect sentence structures and inconsistent tense.

he style is somewhat informal in places (“Now we focus…”), while scholarly writing should maintain a formal, objective tone.

Some sentences are too long or too densely packed with information, making it hard for the reader to follow.

Important points (such as what exactly this paper contributes) are not clearly highlighted.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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